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During this apprenticeship in the art of printing , 
he was kept at home, given a trade, and taught to spell : his 
father's chief reasons for putting him to this trade . It 
was in this period, too, that he began to notice flaws in 
the economic society, and questions arose concerning social 
economy. His attention to that field of thought rose out of 
the statement of a fellow-printer that while "in older coun-
tries wages were low, in new coQntries they were always high .l 
The same question was raised by Adam Smith in his book, and 
he came to the conclusion that 
••• it is not the actual greatness of na -
tional wealth, but its contin11al increa se, which 
occasions a rise in the wages of labour . [ Cannan 
says this is a slip for "occasions high wages J 
It is not accordingly, in the richest countries, 
but in the most thriving, or in those which are 
growing rich the fastest, that the wages of la -
bour are highest . England is certainly, in the 
present times , a much richer country than any 
part of North America [ calculating by the amount 
of capital wealth J . The wages of 1 bour , how -
ever, are much higher in North America than in 
any part of England . 2 
Young George saw the same effect in comparing the United 
States with Europe , and California v1i th New York, but he did 
not immediately understand the cause . 
Perhaps this urge to seek better paying vrork, as 
well as the desire to get away from Philadelphia, caused him 
to look wes~vard . Very fortuitously, a neighboring family 
had gone out to the Oregon Territory, and they had invited 
Henry to emigrate to the we st coast . By reason of his pre -
libid , p . 43. 
2Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations, p . 69 . 
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immediate prospect of work. 
The young pair--one was eighteen, and the other 
~venty-two--moved to Sacramento, and the greatest strug~le 
against poverty that George underwent began, to last for a 
number of years. His work as a printer was irregular, and 
he returned to San Francisco, thinking that the larger city 
held more hope for him. ~vo ch ldren were born, Henry, Jr., 
in 1862 and Richard in 1865. When the latter was born, there 
was practically no food in the house . George was desperate, 
and this is what happened, as he told it sixteen years later: 
I walked along the street and made up my mind 
to get money from the first man whose appearance 
might indicate that he had it to g ive. I stopped 
a man--a stranger--and told him I wanted $5. He 
asked what I wanted it for. I told him that my 
wife was confined and that I had nothing to g ive 
her to eat. He gave me the money. If he had not, 
I think I was desperate enough to have killed him.l 
The ever-present poverty and the insecurity with 
which he.beheld the future combined to awaken doubts of the 
soundness of the economic structure of society. Here he was , 
willing to give a day 's work for a day's pay, and he was re-
duced to begging for bread for his family~ Surely there was 
something wrong with such a world l 
About this period, George turned from type-setting, 
and definitely set out upon a life of writing . Actually his 
career as a writer dates from the beginning of 1865, when he 
began, consciously and deliberately, to practice the art of 
writing . Historical events spurred him on to writing com-
lGeorge, Life of Henry George, p. 149. 
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population and wealth , and culture, and power, have so even 
a d stribution of wealth as in her earlier, p oneer days? 11 1 
He goes on to state: 
The truth is, that the com letion of the railroad 
and the conseauent great increase of business and 
population, will not be a benefit to all of us , but 
only to a portion . As a general rule (liable of 
course to exceptions) those who have , it will make 
wealthier ; for those who have not, it will make it 
more difficult to get . Those who have lands, mines, 
established businesses, special abilities of cer-
tain kinds , will become richer for it and find in-
creased onportunities; those who have only their 
own labour will become poorer , and find it harder 
to get ahead--first because it will take more capi-
tal to buy land or to et it into business ; and 
second, because as competition reduces the wages of 
labour, this capital will be harder for them to ob-
tain •••• And as California becomes populous and 
rich, let us not forget that the character of a 
people counts for more .than their numbers; that 
the distribution of vreal th is ev~n a more impor-
tant matter than its production. 
The article is simply done in places , and the econ-
omic theories and technicalities are crude ly worded , but the 
basic idea is sound. The tho~ght that want and wealth travel 
hand in hand, and are close comnanions in every country and 
in every age, is the fou_n.dation for most of his later 'v'lork. 
libid ., p . 177. 
2Ibid., pp . 178-179. 
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Formulation of the Philosophy. 
In 1869, George was engaged by the San Francisco 
Herald to go to New York and try to have the paper admitted 
to the Associated Press. This was his first visit home since 
his migration to California. From a vigorous, growing com-
munity, he "beheld evidences of advanced and advancing civili-
zation , but of a civilization that was one-sided; that piled 
up riches for the few and huddled the many in filth and pov-
erty.rrl Seventeen years later, in his speech of acceptance 
of the New York mayoralty, he said: 
Years a~o I came to this city from the West , 
unln1own, knowing nobody, and I saw and recognized 
for the first time the shocking contrast between 
monstrous wealth and debasing want. And here I 
made a vow from which I have never faltered, to 
seek out, and remedy, if I could, the cause that 
condemned little children to lead such a 1 fe as 
you know them to lead in the squalid districts .2 
And in the Conclusion of his greatest work we read: 
When I first realized the squalid misery of 
a ~reat city, it appalled and tormented me, and 
would not let me rest, for thinking of what 
caused it and how it could be cured.3 
George returned to California, much burdened be-
cause of the problem, but thinking he saw the answer . He 
began to write , and in July of 1871 published hi s first real 
piece of economic writing , a 48-page pamphlet entitled Our 
Land and Land Policy, National and State. He proposed there-
in a simple solution for the problem of "advancing poverty 
lrbid., p. 192. 
2rbid., p. 192. 
3George, Progress and Poverty, p. 557. 
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with advancing wealth,"l by absorbing the "unearned increment" 
of John Stuart Mill and Adam Smith through a tax on the value 
of land. The pamphle t was unsatisfactory and no one knew that 
better than George . He simply did not know enough to express 
his ideas properly. He had never studied economics, and the 
only reading he had done in t h e field was in Mill 1 s ''Tork on 
the Principles of Political Economy; even this he had read 
only to "cram" himself for an article he wrote for the New 
York Tribune . Surprisingly enough, however, in his fumblings 
he had hit upon the correct premises; he had , as Nock points 
out, 
••• a clear glimpse of the true law of wa~es, 
and he had a strong intimation that there is a 
causal relation between land-monopoly, and the ag-
gregate of all that is, or can be, comprised in the 
so-called labour-problem.2 
Five months later, in December, 1871, he entered 
into a partnership with two others, and founded the San Fran-
cisco Daily Evening Post. In its first issue, there was a 
statement of the policy: 
In the higher, wider sense the Post will be 
Democratic; that is, it will oppose centralisa-
tion and monopolies of all kinds . But it will be 
the organ of no faction, clique or party. It 
will endeavor to deal with all questions without 
cowardly reserve, but with firmness and candour; 
and whether it praises or censures , it will be 
without reference to party lines or party affil -
iations. 0 
But the editorial policy did nor remain so free and democratic , 
for the paper contained numerous articles and editorials em-
1George, Life, p. 210 . 
2Nock, He;;y>George, p. 104. 
3George, Life, p . 238 . 
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phasizing "George ' s fad . " Indeed , the habit became so strong 
that the rival newspaper s se t up as their objective the ridi -
cule of George ' s economic the ory . 
The succeeding years s aw h i m g i ve more time and at-
tention to politics and oratory; so successful was he as a 
speaker that he became known as one of the best political 
speakers on the coast . 
What did his audiences see? He was not of a strik-
ing physical appearance ; in fact , 
• • • he was somewhat undersized, quite bald, 
with a reddish beard, blue eyes, and a reflective 
expression . His voice was clear and strong, but 
pitched unpleasantly high when out of control , 
an~ always without any specially attractive musi-
cal quality •• • • As it was, he became one of 
the most powerful public speakers of his time.l 
One of his lectures took place at the University 
of California, where there was a rumor that he would fill the 
chair of political economy . But his lecture there, filled 
as were all his utterances and· writings vli th sympathy for the 
poor and the down-trodden, lost him any chance he had for the 
position. His place, anyhow, was not in the academic groves, 
but in the highways and by-ways of life . Indeed, his early 
up-bringing and experience made him a good deal of a vocation-
alist. 1Nhen he was forced to decide about the schooling of 
his eldest son, he wavered be~teen sending the boy to Harvard 
or putting him to work in a newspaper-office . He pondered 
to his son: 
lNock, Henry George, p. 109. 
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of industrial dopressions and of increase of want "lith in-
crease of wealth, and was to indicate a remedy . 11 1 The work 
kept growing i n his mind , however ; urged on by his friends , 
he expanded i t , with much concentration and travail of spirit , 
into Progress and Poverty . It appeared in March , 1879 . 
One of the reasons given or the power that the 
book notably contains is that its author believed himself to 
be , like the prophets of old , a man with a message for the 
times . He wrote it with religious fervor and zeal , and the 
fire that burned within him he transferred to the written 
page . He sensed that he had a " call" to do that particular 
work , just as a man receives a 11 call" to the ministry. Years 
later he wrote : 
Once , in daylight , and in a c ty street , 
there came to me a thou~ht, a vision, a call--
~ive it what name you please . But every nerve 
quivered . And there and then I made a vow . 
Through ev i l and throu~h good , wha tever I have 
done and whatever I have left undone, to that 
I have been true . It was that that impelled me 
to write Pro~ress and Poverty and that sustained 
me when else I should have f"ailed . And when I 
had finished the last page , in the dead of n i ght , 
when I was entirely alone, I flun~ myself on my 
knees and wept like a child . The rest , was in 
the Master ' s hands . That is a feeling that has 
never left me ; that is constantly with me . And 
it has led me up and up . It has made me a better 
and a purer man . It has been to me a religion, 
strong and deep , though vague --a religion of 
which I never like to speak, or to make any out-
ward manifestation , but yet that I try to follow . 2 
lGeorge, Life, p . 292 . 
2Ibid ., pp . 311- 312 . 
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Propagation of the Philosophy. 
If Henry George believed himself to be a man with 
a message, divinely called to bring a panacea of hope and 
' better conditions to the poor and the needy, he should have . 
. 
been prepared for the reception that his work received . His -
tory should have told him tha t all writers such as hinself 
found themselves coming to the world, and the world receiving 
them not . One after another , the great Eastern publishers 
refused to touch the book, for various reasons . Appleton's , 
to ·whom it had been sent first, wrote the fo.llowing : 
We have read your MS . on political economy. 
It has the merit of be i ng written with gi•ea t 
clearness and force, but is very ag~res s ive . 
There is little to encourage the publication of 
any such work at this time and we feel we must 
d '3 cline it .l 
On the personal solicitation of a friend, however, 
Appleton ' s decided to publish the book, provided that George 
would supply the plates for the work . He agreed , and the 
book came out in January, 1880 . Scarcely a ripple marked its 
publication, and the book over which George had a gonized , and 
to which he had given every bit of his strength, appeared to 
be still - born . 
In contrast with the energy and effort he had put 
forth while writing, the ensuing days were flat and lifeless . 
The time and the money that had been put into the Yvri tin11; ~ nd 
the publication seemed to have been wasted ; to make matters 
libid . , p . 315 . 
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famous. As he ':rote in a letter dated January 4, 1881: 
Until the last tvvo weeks in December it (Pro~ress and Poverty]went very slow . But then 
a movement began, and on the last day of the year 
every copy of the previous editions and every 
copy of the 1,000 of the cheap edition were gone • 
• • • Comparatively speaking, the success of the 
book is already tremendous.I 
The interest was confined not only to the American 
workingman ; scholars and students, many of them followers of 
John Stuart Mill, praised Progress and Poverty highly . 1\Iany 
reasons have been brought forth to account for the populqrity 
of the book ; perhaps the most reasonable is a combination of 
the following, not only one. 
First, Henry George appeared on the public scene at 
a time when labor agitation was widespread , and when a class-
consciousness was beginning to crystallize. The worker was 
catching at any straw that would alleviate his hardships and 
bad conditions ; is it any ¥onder that Progress and Poverty 
made a deep impression on him? Here was a book that con-
tained a 11 me s sage, 11 a brief for the worker , yet written so 
clearly, so practically, that it could not do anything else 
but gather enthusiastic readers in the labor ranks as well as 
disciples in the ranks of the social workers . 
Second, he continued his lecturing, and the success 
of the book was due in no small measure to the force of his 
personal appearances . He was a powerful speaker, persuasive 
and sincere . Indeed, after his speaking tour through En land 
lGeorge, Life, pp . 342-343. 
the London Times classed him as a peer of Cobden and Bright, 
two of the greatest orators in England . 
The third, and perhaps the most important, reason 
for the popularity was due to his espousal of the Irish land 
movement . Shortly after George had written Progress and 
Poverty there was a great deal o agitation in Ireland con-
cerning absentee landlordism, and a movement had set in under 
the slogan, 11 The land for the people." The Irish National 
Land League was established and speakers, including perhaps 
the greatest of nineteenth century Irishmen , Parnell, came to 
the United States to lecture for the cause . George took up 
the cud~els enthusiastically, and as a result won the love 
and support of all true Irishmen both here and abroad. Henry 
George wrote a pamphlet The Irish Land Question, which he 
later changed to The Land Question, for he thought that its 
tenets were universal and not confined to Ireland alone . He 
so identified himself with the Irish cause that he was sent 
to Ireland as lecturer and as correspondent of the paper, 
Irish World . In October, 1881, he set forth , to be gone a 
year. He traveled and lectured extensively . 
While he was in the British Isles , he met many 
famous people of the time , and made a number of lasting 
friends and disciples . On0 of his converts was George Ber -
nard Shaw, who chanced to go into Memorial Hall in London, 
and heard George speak. After the meeting, he bought a copy 
of Progress and Poverty, and 
18 
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••• plunged into a course of economic study 
and at a very early age of it became a Socialist. 
• When I was thus swept into the great Social-
ist revival of 1883, I found that five-sixths of 
those who were swept in with me had been converted 
by Henry George. This fact would have been far 
more widely acknowledged had it not been that it was 
not possible for us to stop where Henry George 
stopped •••• Only a n American could have seen in 
a single lifetime the growth of the whole tragedy 
of civilisation from the primitive forest clearing • 
• • • His genius enabled him to understand what he 
looked at better than most men; but he was undoubt-
edly helped by what had happened within his own ex-
perience in San Francisco as he never could have 
been helped had he been born in Lancashire.l 
The Irish National Land League began to break up, 
as so many of their movements have done , on the shoals of in-
ternal bickering and dissension. Parnell and Davitt , the two 
outstanding leaders, differed in their view of the land situ-
ation, and both disagreed with George's thesis . The result 
was that Ge orge saw his usefulness was over for the time, and 
he returned home . 
He arrived in New York in October, 1882, with a 
world-¥ ide reputation, and settled into a rou tine of writing 
and lecturing; he was in great d emand in both capacities. 
At this period, also, he became ac quainted with Dr . McGlynn, 
and their meeting ripened into intimate ffriendship, that 
ca.used them to be known as the 11 Prie s t and the Prophet . 11 
In 1884, he accepted an offer to l e cture a gain in 
~ngland und er the banner of the Land Reform Union, and traveled 
in Scotland and England, winning both great a cclaim and bitter 
lLetter to Hamlin Garland who had invited Shaw, in 1904, to 
a dinner in honor of the memory of Henry George . The letter 
19 
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hostility. At l east no one "damned with faint praise ," and 
there did not appear to be any "mug-wumps"'~:· in his audiences . 
People were either for or against him, but never luke-warm. 
He became embroiled in his famous controversy with the Duke 
of Argyll, whose crofters were at the time agitating for 
land reform. From the Duke, he obtained the title of "the 
Prophet of San Francisco." 
This tr i p was only a short one, and he hurr i ed home 
to finish a book upon which he was engaged . He completed it 
in 1886, and published it under the title of Protection or 
Free Trade . It is one of the best written by George , and a 
classic in its field. While at firs t glance it would seem 
to deal with a different section of economi c thought than 
does Progress and Poverty, yet it is 
••• a deduction from what George accepted as 
basic, general pr inciples of economics, and its 
scope included more than an attack upon protection-
ist fallac ies, for George endeavored to show that 
real free trade, unrestricted laissez-faire, meant 
not only the abolition of tariffs but of all taxes , 
and that it demanded the appropriation of land 
values.l 
The year 1886 saw Henry George approached by the 
New York labor unions who wished him to run as their candi-
date for the New York mayoralty . George d i d not wish to run , 
for he realized that labor had no chance unless it was better 
organized. Then, as so many t i mes before and since, internal 
-l<-Mugwump: a bird that has been described as a perpetual 
fence-sitter, with its mug on one side, and its wump on the 
other. 
lGeiger, The Philosophy of Henry George, p . 66 . 
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strife, jealousy, and factionalism were killing the labor 
movement as a whole . But, George believed that even the 
nuisance value of a labor candidate would have e beneficial 
effect on reform; he therefore determined to run, on con-
dition that a petition with 30 , 000 signatures be brought to 
him. This unusual request was done, and he entered the cam-
paign , opposing AbramS . Hewitt, the Democratic candidate , 
and Theodore Roosevelt, representing the Republicans . 
George was nominated by the Central Labor Union; 
the platform attacked monopolie s and politi cal corruption, 
and advocated certain reform measures , including the land 
tax of George and ballot reform. As one author puts it : 
"The campaign was short, spectacular , and hot . 11 1 George 
preached to the masses, and the great majority of his backers 
came from the trades - unions . Then came the event which may 
have led to his defeat . 
The campaign on behalf of the workingmen 
closed on the Saturday evening before election 
with a parade whibh, in spite of a pouring rain , 
was large and enthusiastic . For two hours a 
procession of twenty- five thousand men marched 
past the reviewi ng stand cheerinff Henry George . 
They kept time to such cries as 1 Hi L Ho l The 
leeches - must- go t 11 ; 11 George , George , Hen-ry 
George t 11 ; and "Vote - Vote - Vote - for - George 111 2 
. 
But this very effort helped to defeat him, for the 
spectac le showed the Democrats how strong a hold George had 
on the votes of the masses , and it made them redouble their 
lyoung , The Single Tax Movement in the United States , p . 98 . 
2Ibid ., p . 102. (Quoted from the New York Tribune for Octo-
~r 31 , 1886 . 
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zeal frantically. The final tally shovred that Hewitt had re-
ceived 90,552 votes; George, 68,110; and Roosevelt , 60,435. 
Everyone ~as amazed that so excellent a showing 
could be made by a newcomer to politics, and one almost a 
stranger in New York City. The large vote polled made vested 
interests 11 view with alarm11 the crystallization of labor 
opinion. But another reason or his large vote is apparent 
if we examine his backers, which included a bloc of Catholic 
voters, convinced 11 single taxers, 11 and a curiously mixed 
third group, comprised of the follo~ing : (1) members of the 
Central Labor Union of New York, with a membership of about 
70,000; (2) the Knights of Labor, which had some 50 , 000 mem-
bers ; 11 Green-backers; 11 and (4) the Socialists , mostly Ger -
mans, of recent origin.l 
Such a heterogeneous group could never hold to-
gether for long, and the socialistic element caused a schism 
that broke up the voting power. George ran for the office of 
Secretary of State of New York the following year, but his 
organization had already collapsed. 
Because of the assistance that George received 
from the Socialist party in the mayoralty race, he was tagged 
as being a member of that party. When, in 1886, he was asked 
to plead for clemency for the eight men found guilty of the 
Haymarket Massacre, he expressed sympathy for both them and 
their families, but stated that he believed after reading the 
lTeilhac, Pioneers in the American Economic Thought of the 
Nineteenth Century, p. 117. 
---
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little man . He will be grea tly missed in the 
socialistic world, although he had lost standing 
in recent years by refusing to embrace communism 
as a long-lost brother. His single tax was enough 
for him; he never looked for a wor],d where all our 
ambitions and impulses would be submitted to the 
will of our next-door neighbor . It was poss ible 
to disagre e with Mr . George and vet to respect his 
disinterested goodness of heart . l 
l Beer , The Mauve Decade , pp . 189-190, quoting a letter written 
by Harry Thurston Peck. 
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land has no value. 11 1 Essentially, Ricardo 's theory is an 
active element in the process of distribution; George changes 
it to a pass iv e element . Rent does not produce ; it merely 
gives leave to produce , and as a result, the return to the 
land must come from the product of the other elements . 
The law of rent is necessarily the law of 
wages and interest taken together , for it is the 
assertion, that no matter what the production 
which results from the application of labor and 
capital, these two factors will receive in wages 
and interest only such part of the produce as 
they could have produced on land free to them 
without the payment of rent--that is, the least 
productive land or point in use •••• Or to put 
it in algebraic form : 
As Produce= Rent+ Wages "t Interest 
Therefore, Produce-- Rent ~Wages + Interest • 
••• • The wealth produced in every community is 
divided into two parts by what may be called the 
rent line, which is fixed by the margin of cul-
tivation9 or the return which labor and capital 
could obtain from such natural opportunities as 
are free to them without the payment of rent. 
From the part of the produc e below this line 
wages and interest must be paid . All that is 
above goes to the owners of the land.2 
We come finally to what George calls "the harmony 
and correlation of distribution," in which he restates the 
statics of his problem. The accepted , current definitions 
of rent, wages, and interest are inharmonious and discon-
nected. But as George states the definitions , they 11 supple -
ment each other, and form the correlating divisions of a 
complete whole," as follows: 
Rent depends on the margin of cultivation, 
libid., p . 166. 
2rbid., pp . 171-172. 
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IT Wealth in all its forms being the product of 
labor applied to land or the products of land, any 
increase in the power of labor, the demand f or 
wealth being unsatisfied , will be utilized in pro -
curing more wealth, and thus increase the demand 
for land . l 
In a debate in Glasgow, Scotland, the Duke of Argyll 
nicknamed Henry George rrthe Prophet of San Francisco . 11 How 
ap t this is can be seen by reading his next step . 
If invention and improvement still go on, the 
efficiency of labor will be still further increased 
and the amount of labor and capital necessary to 
produce a given result further diminished •••• 
Nor is it precisely true that the labor set free 
by each improvement will all be driven to seek em-
ployment in the production of more wealth •••• 
Some laborers will, therefore, become idlers and 
some will pass from the ranks of productive to 
those of unproductive laborers -- the proportion of 
which, as observation shows , tends to increase with 
the progress of society . 2 
George's followers were, in later days , precisely 
this landless, jobless section of the lower class . They were 
victims of what the French have come to know as Sisyphism : 
wherein the worki ng class under the present industrial system 
is "struck with a curse like that of Sisyphus , always en-
couraged by fresh technical adva ntages to renewed expectations 
and always doomed to see their expectations perish for ever . 11 3 
Finally, the third cause for increase of rent may 
be found in land speculation--
••• the confident expectation of the future 
enhancement of land values, which arises in all 
progressive countries from the steady increase of 
rent, and which leads to speculation, or the hold-
libid.' p . 249 . 
2Ibid . , pp . 250- 251 , 252 . 
3Rae, Contemporary Socialism, p . 443 . 
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what would happen to wages in England? Wages would most cer-
tainly go up, and rent would go down. 
Inexorably logical, he draws one along to the fol -
lowing ultimate and inescapable conc l usion : 
The great cause of inequality in the distri -
bution of wealth is inequality in the ownership of 
land. The ownership of land is the great funda-
mental fact which ultimately determines the social, 
the political , and consequently the intellectual 
and moral condition of a people . • Everywhere , 
in all times, among all peoples , the possess ion of 
land is the base of ar i stocracy, the foundation of 
great fortunes, the source of power. As said the 
Brahmins, ages ago- 11 To whomsoever the soil at any 
t ime belongs, to him belong the fruits of it. 
White parasols and elephants mad with pride are the 
flowers of a grant of land. 11 1 
lrbid., pp . 295- 296 . 
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is not clearly defined ; had it be en, a great deal of bickering 
by later economists woul d have been superfluous . 
George contributed two important d octrines to the 
progress of economic theory in America . One was the theory 
of privilege, although he limited this to land . The other 
was the theory that wages are governed by the lowest point 
in the scale of diminishing returns; in other words , that 
wages equal the product of labor on no - rent land . This latter 
statement influenced John B. Clark greatly, although he had 
no other use for the economic work of Henry George . l 
The theory of Henry George may be summed up in a 
few words . Land is the creation of God, and every one of His 
creahlres, therefore, has a right to his share . Increase in 
value i s due largely to the efforts of society, and is an un-
earned increment properly belonging to society. As a result, 
the returns from the land should be appropriated by the gov -
ernment in the form of a single tax, which will be the econ-
omic rent of the land. "This is an inviting prospect, 11 says 
Seligman . 11 It is not so much a method tax reform, as a pana-
cea for human ills, that is here set forth . 11 2 
!seligman, Essays in Economics, p . 147 . 
2seligman, Essays in Taxation, p . 69 . 

to Russia and other totalitar ian states, and rant against the 
repossession of the public domain by the state . Many of these 
same people are convinced of the injustice of private ovmer-
ship of land and natural monopolies, but they hesitate to 
abolish them with0ut payment or compensation. Did our states -
men think of this argumen t when they abolished slavery? The 
act wrought havoc with the economic life of the South, and 
brought actual deprivation and want to many families. The re-
semblance between the two instances is striking, for in both , 
the original culpr its went unpunished. The slavers who trans-
ported the slaves made a nice profit; the men from whose grasp 
the government freed the slave had paid a good price for many 
of them. So, too, Gustavus Myers, in his History of Grea t 
American Fortunes, presents the argument that many of our 
great accumulations of wealth, such as that of the Asters, the 
Vanderbilts, and their kind , were based on outright land grab -
bing and the manipulation of politicians . Why should the 
slave owners be punished in the cause of social justice while 
the landowners go scot free? 
The acquisition of land by a state was generally re-
garded as the only method by which e qual land rights for all 
could be obtained. It is evident , too, that the idea of land 
nationalization has been charged to Henry George ; such i~ not 
the case. He expressly states that not confiscation of the 
land, but the appropriation of the rent of the land by the 
state is his answer . But the point is not clear, for many of 
his followers held to the theory of confiscation. 
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Economists contemptuously state that the adoption 
of George's theory would gain nothing. Is this true? Let us 
see if we can present a broad picture of the changes that the 
Single Taxers claim will come to our society , should their 
plan be put into effect . 
Speculation in land will become purposeless, and 
indeed harmful to the speculators if they buy to hold for a 
rise in prices , when the annual v a lue of land must be paid in 
taxation whether the land yields an income or not . On the 
contrary, such a play will bring a decrease in rents that 
will mean an increase in the other two factors of production--
capital and the demand for labor. 
It will mean the removal of all taxes and rates on 
improvements, and its corollary, the erection of more build-
ings. There will be a gre11ter supply of houses, and there -
fore a fall in house -rent . 
Laborers will be able to obtain land without spending 
any of their savings for it; this will bring greater independ-
ence of labor. Garrison claims: 
The increased demand for labor will make 
wages higher, and labor unions will be unneces -
sary; and the fear of deadly competition being 
removed, the immigration problem will cease to 
be a problem at all , and workers from other 
lands will be welcomed to aid in the production 
of wealth the natural limits of which have never 
been descried.l 
The corresponding increase in the demand for labor 
lGarrison, "The Case for the Single Tax," p. 743. 
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and most of the ~lergy. 
The average •r-r orker, then, who works in order to 
have a roof over his head and his stomach full, could satisfy 
that u~ge so much more eas ily and pleasantly and healthily, 
if he would only take the plunge and strike out for himself . 
These are the people for whom the single tax wa s 1 unched; 
when will they catch the vision? 
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PART THREE 
PRECURSORS OF HENRY GEORGE 
----~~~======~~==--=============== = 
Early :Jri ters . 
After Henry Geor6e had lectured at Oxford University 
in 1 884 , the meeting was _;iven over to a question period . The 
first to arise was Alfred tarsnall , who , amon~ obher bitter 
denunciations , observed that "not a sin?le econorr.ic doctrine 
in r.~r . George 1 s book was both new and true , since whs.t was ne·:1 
was not true , and 'Nha t was true was not new . 11 l The second part 
of the statement is certainly correct , but at no tln:e does 
IIenr.,- George clairr aosolute ori_:;inall t:7 for his worn: . • or hirr::, 
individually , his t ~es is was new; in rs~ard bo his position in 
the flow of ideas do~n throu:h the a~es, he brou-ht to his 
t&sk not a st~rtlio l) new principle , out a fres~ treat.ent of 
an old su!Jject . lis position ~as ve~y sirrilar to that of 
Iualthus; both 1ad little idea of those who had written before 
then. , Gut ooth , as the names of others were called to their 
attention , were deli3htsd to welcomo corrpanions on their wa r • 
This brief paper cannot contain a complete tr8atment 
of all those who preceded Henry George , for this is not a 
historr of the Sinsle Tax doctrine . :Je must confine our 
attention onl:y to the most important of his forerunners as well 
as bhoso who had direct influence on his econorric thinkins . 
The Preacher said : "~ .. oreover the profit of the earth 
is for all : the kins himself is served oy the field . 11 2 From 
lGeorje , Life , p . 435 . 
2Ecclesiastes , 5 : 9 . 
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that period of the world 1 s his tory (the tenth century, B . C . ) 
until the t i me of the Physiocrats in the eighteenth century 
A . D., many writers served to carry on the tradition of the 
land problem. They were of many races and colors , wrote in 
many languages , and dealt with different phases of the prob -
lem of the land and what later came to be lmown as the single 
tax . But one thing is desired by them all , and that is a 
more even distr i bution of wealth ; this meant no specia l dis -
pensation to anyone or any group, and all taxes and imposts 
to be done a way with except a tax on l and . 
We find Confucius among their number , and his d i s -
ciple Mencius . A later follower of the great Chinese leader 
was Yang Yen (780 A. D.) who 
••• was a great reformer. He abolished all 
other direct taxes , and reduced them to the land 
tax only •••• The only bas i s of d i rect taxation 
was the land , not the person. It was simple and 
uniform . The officials could n o t practice corrup-
tion, nor could the people evade the i r dues . l 
In our own western world , the names of Dio Chrysos -
tom, Savonarola , Spinoza , John Locke , and William Penn appear . 
Princes of Europe as well as of the Church are present, and 
all preach a single tax . It is not generally lmown that the 
Founders of these United States, in adopting the Artic l es of 
Confederation , provided for federal revenue by one tax on land 
and i mprovements . Here i t i s : 
ARTICLE VIII .-- All charges of war , and all 
other expenses that shall be incurred for the com-
mon d e fence or general welfare , and allowed by the 
lQuoted in Mi l ler , Single Tax Year Book , p . 311 . Taken from 
The Economic Pr i nciples of Conf ucius by Dr . Chen Huan- Chang . 
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old one, it might make much more rapid way.l 
Because of Spence 's activity in pushing his theory, 
he was forced to go to London, where he gathered around him a 
considerable following . Finally the government was forced to 
intervene and the societies formed were disbanded . 
Notwithstanding Spence 's sincerity, there are many 
errors and defects in his reasoning. First of .all, he had no 
idea of the nature of economic rent, and he persisted in using 
the term to include both the rent of land and the rent of 
houses and other improvements on the land. Also, he did not, 
as we shall see Ogilvie do, distinguish be~veen the various 
types of values in the case of land. And lastly, his con-
clusion was illogica l that said that the alleged equal right 
to land entails the equal d i stribution of the surplus of the 
rent above the amount needed for taxes . 
Fundamentally, Spence bases his whole argument on 
the e qual right of all men to land, another point in which 
he is in agreement with Henry George . Fillebrovm states: 
The whole scheme has a superficial resem-
blance to that of Henry George . In both is as -
sumed the eoual right to land; in both is this 
right to be liouidated by a joint appropriation 
of rent; in both is the right to the private own-
ership of land and the private appropriation of 
rent denied; in both rent is to be made the sole 
revenue of the State . 2 
His great difference with George lies in the matter 
of ownership of the land. He would make the parish the 
lGeorge, Life, p. 368-369 . 
2Fillebrown, Principles of Natural Taxation, p . 246 . 
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universal landlord, whereas George advocated the method of 
leaving the former owners in possession, while commandeering 
practically the entire amount of economic rent. 
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provable value of the soil that arises f~om the inherent 
"cultivability" of the land . Of these , the improved value 
alone belongs to the individual, the other two belon~ing prop-
erly to the community . He says, regarding a land- tax : 
It is particularly d fficult to distin~uish 
the original from the accessory value ; nor is the 
conmunity much injured by suffering these to re -
main together in the hands of the greater land-
holders, especially in countries where land - taxes 
make a principal branch of the public revenue , 
and no tax is imposed on property of other kinds • 
• • • Equity, however, requires that from such 
land- taxes those small tenements which do not ex-
ceed the proprietor ' s natural 8hare of the soil 
should be exempted . l 
He goes on to d iscuss the right of property as found -
ed on public utility, and then presents a picture of the 
abuses connected with the exorbitant right of property then 
current in Europe . The actual state of Europe, he avers, is 
very far from perfection; the imperfection comes from that 
right to the improvable v alue of the soil possessed by land-
ho 1 ders . It is just as important that the rent ·vvhich may be 
taken for land should be regulated, as the government regula -
t on of interest ; more important still are regulations placed 
on property in land . The most pernicious sort of monopoly is 
that of property in land, for by it population is rendered al-
most stationary in Europe . The land- holders of a nation levy 
the most oppressive of all taxes ; they receive the most un-
merited of all pensions. Rightfully all property should be 
t 11e revrard of industry, and all industry should r8ceive its 
lBeer, Pioneers of Land Reform, pp . 45-46 . 
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the only productive avoc ation , etc ., are erroneous 
apprehensions , or mere peculiarities of terminology.l 
It is a fact there were a m:tmber of fundamental re-
. semblances, such as the concern with the land, but whereas 
the means are the same, the end to be arrived at differs radi -
cally. The Physiocrats evolved their idea of the impot unique 
because they believed that since the produit net of a~ricul -
ture was the only source of increase in national wealth, it 
must be the source f r om which, in the last analysis , all taxes 
are paid . Then why, they ask, not go directly to the source? 
Will this not lead to the abolition of all indirect taxes? 
George saw in the single tax (1) an instrument to ensure a 
more equitable distribution of wealth, and (2) a method of en-
couraging the production of wealth first by forcing land into 
use, and second by removing the onerous burden on creative 
effort in the fields of industry and labor. 
Too, there was a wide gulf between George and the 
Physiocrats in their conception of the ownership of land. The 
. latter believed implicitly in the private ownership of land, 
and would have guarded this right jealously. Most of their 
membership were, indeed, found among the landed gentry. This 
idea was decidedly not shared by George, who thought that the 
institution of private ownership of land, or !!land lord ism, u 
was a curse on our economic system, and that on it could be 
blamed all the ills of social injustice. 
It was the cause of poverty and all the ills 
lGeorge, Progress and Poverty, pp. 423-424. 
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born of poverty, and the single tax for him was the 
method whereby this privileged power of the land-
lord was to be broken . l 
There are other resemblances between George and his 
French predecessors, especially in the two ideas of free trade 
and laissez- faire . Time does not permit me to treat these 
points more fully in this work on the single tax . It is well 
to point out, however , that George was acquainted with the 
works of the Physiocrats to only a slight de~ree ; even so , 
his economic thinkin~ had already been crystallized before he 
became familiar with any of their writing . 
lGeiger , Philosophy of Henry George , p . 176 . 
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Smith , Ricardo, and the Mills . 
When Henry George began his economic studies, about 
the time that he ~rote Our Land and Land Policy, he was al-
most entirely unfamiliar with the '·ri tings of any previous 
economist . Indeed, his own theories on the land question , 
based on personal experience , for the most part , had been 
formulated long before he had even heqrd of the Physiocrats . 
Not until 1883 did he read The Wealth of Nations thorou~hly . l 
However, Progress and Poverty does reveal that he had more 
than a superficial 1mowledge of the classical economists, not 
including James ~.iill . On pages 41- 42, I have already men-
tioned the similarity b'3tween George 1 s 11 canons of taxa tion 11 
and those of Smith; they are too much alike to be altogether 
the result of accident . 
The auestion that started Henry George on his econ-
omic travels was that concerning the difference of wages in 
old and nev countries . He , as we have seen earlier , laid the 
cause of low wages to a shorta e of land , and m:1.int8.ined that 
in view of evidence presented by new countries or territories 
such as California where there was plenty of land available , 
wages were high . Adam Smith also considered the subject, and 
in Book I, chapter 8 of The Wealth of Nations presents his 
I theory : 
II 
ll 
It is not the actual greatness of national 
wealth , but its continual increase, which occqs -
ions a rise in the wages of labour . It is not , 
lGeorge, Life , p . 411 . 
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accordingly, in the richest countries, but in the 
most thriving, or in those which are growing rich 
the fastest, that the wages of labour are highest .l 
Beyond the statement, Smith did not go. 
In regard to rent, Smith and George are in agree-
ment that land rent is an income that tends to increase simul-
taneously vli th the progress of society, and that the reason 
for the rise in land values is due largely to social causes . 
The rent of land, says Smith, "not only varies with its fer-
tility, whatever be its pronuce, but with its situation, 
wha tever be its fertility. 11 2 He concludes a long chapter on 
land rent (Book I, chapter 11) by propounding the idea that 
every improvement in the circumstances of society tends to 
raise the real rent of land, either directly or indirectly. 
Adam Smith had a grasp on the subject of rent be-
yond that of his contemporaries, and he anticipated George in 
many instances. On the subject of ground-rent he was especi-
ally good, so that I have thought it worth-while to quote his 
long statement on that topic in its entirety .~!- It will show a 
number of statements with which Henry George was in hearty 
agreement . 
Broadus Mitchell, in his book A Preface to Economics 
says: 
*see Appendix D. 
1smith, Wealth of Nations, p. 69. 
2rbid., p. 147. 
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It is one of the ironies in the history of 
social thought that David Ricardo, who ••• up-
held above others what has come to be known as 
econom c orthodoxy, should have furnished t~o con-
ceptions which liave been made cornerstones of dis -
senter teaching . The labor theory of value , main-
ly developed by him, is a chief prop of Marxian 
socialism, and the differential doctrine of rent, 
also ordinarily linked with his name, is the 
starting point (and finishing point, for that 
matter) of the "single tax" philosophy.l 
It is perhaps with Ricardo that we compare George more than 
with any other economist . In fact, Young points out that 
George's doctr ine which states that rent or land vulue does 
not rise f om the fertility or utility of land, looks so much 
like Ricardo's statement of the famous "law of rent" that it 
might be a corollary. But here again, it may be emphasized 
that George was neither a student or a disciple of the clas-
sical school of economic thou ght; when he read the works of 
Smith and Ricardo, he did so for corroborat on, verification, 
and expansion . He found in their work much that confirmed 
his factual evidence , but it must be admitted he also found 
much that went contrary to his beliefs . 
If Henry George had considered himself to be a fol-
lower, even afar off, of any economis t, it would probably 
have proved to be of John Stuart Mill. When George's interest 
was first aroused in economics , he turned to Mill as the out-
standing economist of the era . Mill 's book on political econ-
omy was the fountain from which George drank deeply, while at 
lMitchell, A Preface to Ec onomics, p. 273 . 
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the same time rejecting what he considered Mill's errors , es -
pecially the acceptance of Malthusianism, the belief that 
land constituted a part of nationa l wealth , and that wages 
were paid out of capital. 
At no time does George prove that he had read James 
Mill 's Elements of Political Economy, but it is from him, the 
father of the more famous John Stuart Mill, that comes the 
first statement on the unearned increment, and a consideration 
of a tax upon it. The son, in turn, amplified the study of 
the unearned increment, and d efinitely proposed a tax on the 
future increment of land values. 
In places, George disagrees bitterly ~ith the econ-
omic teachings of J . S . Mill , but he never assails the Eng-
lish writer as he did Herbert Spencer whom he regarded as an 
apostate and traitor . On the other hand, he writes of Mill 
as 11 a very type of intellectual honesty . n l 
lGeorge, Science of Political Economy, p. 137. 
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Patrick Edward Dove ( 1815-1873) • 
Probably more than mere coincidence make so many 
Scotchmen active in the Land Reform movement . There is no 
gainsaying the fact that absentee land lordism, enclosures , and 
monopoly holdings were raising havoc in the Highlands of Scot-
land during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and 
conditions were little better in the nineteenth century; also 
true is it that the Scotch are not the type to take injustice 
lying down . I do not believe that we can find a race quicker 
to rebel, either vocally or ctively, against what they con-
sider infringements of their rights . 
Dove was a Scotchman of good stock, born near Edin-
burgh in July, 1815. He received a good education in both 
Scotland and France , then settled down in Scotland to be a 
gentleman farmer . 11 He was an all-round expert , 11 writes Mil -
ler, "a popular landlord and advisor - general to farmers of the 
neighborhood. 11 1 But this landlord would have done away with 
all landlords, for he believed that the soil of a nation was 
the rightful inheritance of all people . In one thing , par -
ticularly, he diff ered from his class ; he did not believe in 
game laws . It is said that he would not have a gamekeeper on 
his estate , and that he was never bothered by poachers . How 
could he be, when all men were at liberty to hunt or fish over 
his property? 
Later in life, he lived in Germany where he brought 
lMiller, Single Tax Year Book, p . 338. 
76 
li 
'i 
I 
out his book in 1850. In a fe1 years he returned to Edinburgh 
·•here he was kept busy vriting and teqching . He died in Glas -
p;ow in 1873 . 
The book on which his fame is founded, The Theory 
of Human Progression, was highly praised by the contemporary 
scholars, such as Carlyle, Hamilton, and Sumner . The edition 
which I used in connection with this paper contained a Preface 
that stated that "the book is the single -tax theory elucidated 
a generation in advance of Eenry George . ~mat Dove did for 
the scholars, George achi eved for the masses. 11 1 
Dove maint ins that human poverty is not the result 
of Divine law, but is due rather to man ' s departure from the 
natural law . r:Inn is greedy, and the privileged classes not 
only usurp the land but also the fo 'lls of the air , and the 
fish of the sea. 
Land is not essenti ally private property, and its 
usurpation by any one has an adverse effect on the rest of 
the population . "The more land and privilege the rulers have , 
the less wealth have the population ." 2 
This conflict be~1een the landed ano the landless 
is bound to end in strife , unless conditions are rectified . 
The cause is si~ple to recogni?e, as Dove points out: 
The evil i s expressed in a feH V1 ords ; and 
sooner Ol" later, the nation will appreciate it 
and rectify it. It is " The alienation of the soil 
from the state, and the conseauent taxation of the 
lDove, The Theory of Hum~n Progression, Preface . 
2Ibid ., p . 26. 
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indus try of the country. rr • • • Gradu lly and 
surely has the separation been taking place be-
t, ,reen the privileged landowner and the unprivi -
leged laborer . And the time will come at last 
that there shall be but ~~o parties looking each 
other in the face, and knowing that the destruc -
tion of one is an event of necessary occurrence . l 
Is there a solution? Yes, claims Dove . But it can-
not be through the actua~ division of the soil, for it is the 
common property of all . The same result can be achieved , as 
Dove asserts , 
••• by the division of its annual value or 
rent ; that is , by making the rent of the soil the 
common property of the nation . That i s (as the 
taxation is the common property of the state) , by 
taking the whole of the taxes out of the rents of 
the soil, and thereby abolishin~ all other kinds 
of taxation whatever . And thus all industry would 
be absolutely emancipated from every burden, and 
every man would reap such natural reward as his 
skill, industry, or enterprise rendered legiti-
mately his , according to the natural lavr of free 
competition. This we maintain to be the only 
theory that will satisfy the
9
renuirernents of the 
problem of natural property . ~ 
Dove is essentially a social philosopher and not an 
economist . As a result, his book is free from the catch-
words a n d phrases so common to economic writers, and on that 
account is very refreshing . 
Progress and Poverty bears so striking a resem-
blance to the Theory of Human Progression that many believed 
the charge of plagiarism brought ag~inst George to be well -
founded . But George proved that he had never heard of Dove or 
his work until 1882, three years after the publication of 
lrbid . , pp . 103-104 . 
2Ibid ., pp . 123-124 (italics mine) . 
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Herbert Spencer (1820-1903). 
Spencer, the great English sociologist , influenced 
Henry George perhaps more than any other person . His book, 
Social Statics , affected George profound ly. Indeed , George 
sent the manuscript of Pro~ress and Poverty to Appleton 's be -
cause they were the American publishers of Spencer ' s 1orks . 
The names of Spencer and George were frequently 
coupled as advocates of land national zation, and George had 
reason to believe , especially after read i ng chapter nine of 
Social Statics , that they were on the same side, fighting 
ag~inst the inst tution of private property i n land. How 
rude was the awakening , then, when the two men met for the 
~irst time l It happened in London, in the winter of 1881- 82 , 
and on the basis of Spencer 's book , George expected to find a 
man who would sympathize wi th the Irish struggle. Imagine 
George ' s surprise , 
• • • for scarcely had they exchanged civil -
ities when Spencer bluntly asked ~Jh'"l t George 
thought of Ir i sh matters . The Ameri can condemned 
the Government and praised the League . Spencer 
burst i nto vehement dissent •.•• This speech 
a nd the manner of its .delivery so differed from 
what was expected of the man who in Social Statics 
wrote 11 eou1ty does not uermjt proper ty i:n land, 11 
that Mr . George was first astonished and then dis -
usted at this flat denial of princ i ple .l 
Spencer, in 1892 , had so modified his 1850 views, 
that he withdrew the ori~inal volume from circulation, and is -
sued a revised edition in its place . Apuended are some ex-
1G9orge, Life, p . 370 . 
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that he had out~rown . 
The validity of Social Statics and of Prog-
ress and Poverty "rould remain unimpaired today if 
their authors had disavo"led every line of them . l 
In the final analysis, Spencer was as sound a human-
itarian as Henry Geor e ; the difference was , ho'r.rever, that he 
believed philanthropic activity should be lon~-range rather 
than for the immediate . 
lNock, Henry George , p . 153 . 
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Conclusion . 
When we look at the work of all the above-mentioned 
men, and also take into consideration the countless , unmen-
tioned throng who have been interested in social and land re -
form, it is a parent that on no single phase did Henry Geor~e 
bring in a brand new point . He was anticipated on every hand, 
and made no claim to being a discoverer . 
But there must be an inspired auality about the book, 
for without a little of the divine spark, no book of rehashed 
ideas, especially on economics, could become a best seller . 
Henry George is a bold, fresh thinker, who took old ideas and 
blowing upon them the breath of life , welded them into a uni-
fied theory of the distr bution of vealth . 
George, says Mitchell, l had three faculties, without 
v1hich the single tax theory and movement would never have come 
into being . They were : the power of inductive inference , a 
capacity for patient analysis, and a gift of eloquent exposi-
tion . The first was illustrated b the 'lri ting of the article 
"What the Railroad Will Bring Us , " when he lmew nothing of 
economics; the second by the vealth of detail lav ~hed upon 
Pro~ress and Poverty; and the third by the huge following he 
bui~t up throu h his lecture tours . 
Henry George was one of the great orators of his 
day. Thomas Beer relates the following incident : 
lMitchell, " Single Tax," an article in the Encycloped i a of 
Social Sciences . 
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PART FOUR 
THE INFLUENCE OF HENRY GEORGE 
The Strength Wanes. 
The economic theories of Henry George are the type 
over which men divide violently; either one objects greatly 
to their methods , or one is an ardent disciple . As a result , 
there are very few books that g ive a di spassionate treatment. 
However , as F. W. Garrison puts it: 
Whatever may be the thought of the Single-
Tax doctrine, --whether it be regarded as the key 
to industrial freedom or as the vvorst of heresies , 
--the multipl ication of its adherents , and its 
progress in actua l legislation, have removed it 
from the realm of questions purely academic .l 
~~ . Garrison, as a partisan member of the Single Taxers can 
be excused for his sentence, but any one else would immedi-
ately raise the question, "What progres s?" F irst among the 
great disappointments of the Single Tax movement has been its 
lack of progress in legislation. 
I do not think that there is an economist that will 
argue against the aims for which George strove, but few agree 
with the means he advocates to reach those aims . 
George had the .unhappy faculty sometimes of antagon-
izing the men who could have done him the most good . His fol-
lowers have been no better , and like many reformers, have not 
hesitated to drag into the argument such extraneous matters 
as the character and personality of their foe . 
There is one small fraction of the intellec-
tuals that sends no accredited representation to 
the Single - Tax group . And this fraction consists 
of the men who are devoting their lives to a 
lGarrison, "The Case for the Sinp;le Tax, 11 p . 737. 
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study of t he problem which Henry George attempted 
to solve--the professional economists . The ex-
ception is notable, and many attempts have been 
made to explain it. Henry George himself ascribed 
it to the spirit of mandarinism. And there can be 
little doubt that such a spirit prevailed among 
American and English economists during the early 
80 's, when Henry George first encountered their 
opposition. The economists of that period deemed 
it almost a sacred obligation to keep p1lre the 
traditions of the grea t masters of political econ-
omy. Henry George 's premises were orthodox, but 
his conclusions were repugnant to the established 
canon. Accordingly, he wa s treated as a pernici -
ous schismatic, and wa s denied the serious atten-
tion that his vigor of thought and moral earnest-
ness merited .l · 
In September, 1890, there ~athered at Saratoga , New 
York, a notable group of tax economists , including single tax 
aqvocates , under the aegis of the American Social Science As-
sociation . Among the distinguished number present were , re -
presenting the single taxers, Mr. Henry George, Louis F . Post , 
and William Lloyd Garrison (son of the abolitionist} . Pro-
fessors J . B . Clark and Edwin R . A. Seli~man were the out-
standing non-single taxers . The entire Conference was given 
over to a discussion of the single tax on land . The meeting 
was on a cordial footing , although Professor Seligman re -
sented a little the aspersions George had cast upon the in-
tegrity of the professors . Defendin~ them, he said : 
It is grossly unjust to ascribe to the pro-
fessors of political economy a truckling or even 
an unconscious subversion to the powers that be . 
All history disproves this •••• No one is more 
desirous of attaining social peace, no one has 
today a deeper sympathy with the unhappy lot of 
the toilers, no one is more anxious to seek out 
lJohnson, "The Case Against the Single Tax," p . 27 . 
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One statement that Henry George made in the letter -
"your encyclical will be seen by those who carefully analyze 
it to be directed, not against socialism, which in mod3rate 
form you favor, but against what we in the United States call 
the sinP;le tax" - shows that he was proceeding on inference 
only, and had no demonstrable fact on which to base his ar u-
ment. Indeed, it was tantamount to saying that the Pope had 
misdirected his censure, either ignorantly or deliberately. 
Is it any wonder that Catholics turned away from George? 
At about the same time happened the polemic against 
Herbert Spencer in A Perplexed Philosopher . I have treated 
this in Part III, so there is no need to go over the m1savory 
incident again . 
George himself saw the error of his ways at a later 
day, and was doubtful of the value of these t\1'10 works-in 
fact, he thought that writing them was time lost that might 
have been d evoted to more worthwhile tasks . But the lessons 
they brought to him fell on barren ground . He consented to 
run in the hopeless camp ign for the mayoralty of New York in 
1897, which led directly to his death . 
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no criterion that the message contained in Progress and Pov -
erty was without influence. Parts of George 's work were re -
commended by many intellectual leaders , but to what extent 
the appreciation has had any real significance is impossible 
to ascertain . A short t i me before his death George said, in 
the course of a lecture, that he had given his whole life to 
spreading the single tax doctrines . "And what have you ac -
complished?" demanded a heckler . George replied, "I have 
taxed Nevil York's halls to their utmost capacity."l Apparently 
he himself had no delusions of grandeur ; but his answer may 
have shown a touch of irony. Henry George , the great orator 
who could sway an audience--but could not show any concrete 
evidence of his work t 
In the following examination of George 's influence 
over our legislative bodies, we will go abroad for the first 
glimpse, for, as Nock says, . 
• • • out of his short span of fifty- eight 
years, George spent apnroximately three years 
abroad and fifty-five in America; yet the result 
of his missionary endeavors was more solid and 
lasting in foreign parts than in his native land. 2 
( 1) Australasia 
It is fitting to study Australia and New Zealand 
first, partly because those distant lands were among the 
earliest experimenters with the land-value tax, but more be-
lQuoted in Young, The Single Tax Movement in the United States , 
p. 284 . 
2Nock, Henry George, p . 178. 
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more time, effort, and money have been expended by the follow-
ers of Henry George in this country than in any other nation 
of the ''Torld . Many reasons are advanced for this state of 
affairs. 
Perhaps the most pertinent, or one of them, has been 
tendered by Thomas Nixon Carver who, in pushing the inherit-
ance tax, said: 
The inheritance tax , however, has stood on 
its merit and has not been championed as an en-
gine of social reform . It has had no body of 
ardent disciples to set up a fiery cross and 
preach a crusade against a fortunate class . The 
land tax has been thus handicapped, which may 
account for its slow progress . In the ardency 
of reform, arguments are used which ignite cer-
tain inflammable spirits but repel all thinking 
men . l 
Single Taxers would give the reason to be that the 
taxes on real estate and land values are higher here than any-
where else . They also maintain that the great number of g ov-
erning agencies, local , state, and national, make it harder to 
present social legislati on . 
Attempts at tax reform have been confined to local 
and state measures, and their numbers are legion . The most 
outstanding campaigns, since the introduction of the first 
measure at Hyattsville, Maryland, have taken plac e in Oregon, 
California, Pittsburgh, Houston, and New York City . There 
were some partial gains , but nothing lasting . It is, of 
course , impossible to treat them all in detail . 
The most elaborate and strenuous campaign was car-
lcarver, Essays in Social Justice, p. 304. 
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Recent Action. 
Where accomplishments by l egisla tive means have 
proved utterly unsuccessful, perhaps a more shining example 
lies in the enclaves that dot the country. An enclave is 11 an 
area of land where the economic rent is collected under the 
terms of leaseholds and used to pay certain of the taxes l evied 
by the tovm, county, State, or nation.rrl Specifically, the en-
claves are attempts to establish small communities based on 
single-tax doctrines. At the present time there are fifteen 
such enclaves, ten in this country a nd f ive abroad; the first 
was founded in 1895 and the last in 1932. All are based on the 
same idea as the communities of Robert Owen a hundred years ago 
and all seem to be at least holding their o¥m. They take the 
economic rent and use it for the taxes, releasing taxes on im-
provements. There are certain state and federal taxes that 
I must be paid, so the communities cannot operate strictly on the 
I 
I 
single tax plan. Therefore, it is impossible to use these en-
claves as models of what to expect from larger communities.* 
There is no evidence as to the number of single 
taxers in the United States today, for there has been no cent-
ral body until rec ently to collect statistics and count he a ds. 
In 1916, the Fels Fund Commission had a list of 35,000 names; 
~:-For a mor e coMplete picture, consult the Enclaves of Economic 
Rent, an annual publication put out since 1921 by Charles W. 
Huntington, and d evoted to the business of the enclaves. 
lMiller, Single Tax Year Book, p. 66. 
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the editor of the Single Tax Year Book, Joseph D. Miller, 
wrote in 1916 that he believed there were between 25,000 and 
50,000 convinced single taxers.l Perhaps the Henry George 
School will be able to reach a more definite figure, although 
I believe there will never be an accurate count. Many there 
are who think that Henry George's doctrine is the panacea of 
our ills, but these same people would never think of subscrib-
ing as members of the organization. 
But does mere numerical strength mean anything? 
Numbers can never give a true picture of the real strength of 
the movement. Even such an attack as that of Alvin Johnson 
admits this. He said; 
Of the many schemes of social reform launched 
in the last half century there is none which has 
won so remarkable a following as the Sin le Tax. 
• • • The Single Taxers are as a rule members of 
our d ominant mi ddle-class. Moreover, their 
strength is especially great in that wing of the 
middle class v·hich is active in moulding public 
opinion, the 11 intellectuals, 11 to borrow an excel-
lent descriptive term from Russian politics. 
Among the Single Taxers are to be found writers 
and educators, members of the legal and medical 
professions, social workers and ministers of the 
gospel. It is this fact of an exceptionally in-
fluential personnel that chiefly lends political 
importance to the movement.2 
Perhaps one of the strongest leaders the movement 
ever had was Thomas G. Shearman, a New York lawyer, vho had 
been active with tax reform before he joined the ranks of the 
single taxers. As such, he was one of the few who adhered to 
George's remedy on purely fiscal grounds, althou~h he was 
lyoung, Single Tax Movement in the United Sta tes, p. 291. 
2Johnson, 11 The Case A ainst the Single Tax," p. 27. 
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willing to admit that the single tax would have a beneficial 
social aspect . His book, Natural Taxation, is an indictment 
on the bad features of the general property tax . 
After a very successful business career, in which he 
amassed a fortune in the soap manufacturing industry, Joseph 
Fels turned his attention to philanthropic works , at f irst 
moving along the conventional lines of charity, until he de-
termined to make charity unnecessary. Fels became a Single 
Taxer, not because he wanted to r e form the fiscal policy of 
the country, but because he learned that the general property 
tax, and the system of private land monopoly which it implies , 
were throttling humanity, and raising up the most monstrous 
injustice the wor ld had seen. 
He founded the Joseph Fels Fund of America in 1909, 
to further the cause of the Single Tax . We have noted above 
the part he played in the Oregon campaign . It is interesting 
to read one of the reasons he became active in the movement . 
At one time he bought some land in West Philadelphia; the city 
moved in that direction, and without improving his property, 
Mr . Fels saw its value quadruple . 
"The unearned increment," he sA-ys, 11 in jus-
tice and rights belongs not to me but to the com-
munity. I have done nothing to make that value . 
My part has been to hold the land out of best 
use ••.• I shall do my part in this work by de-
voting money and efforts to disseminating the 
truth concerning what some of our opponents speak 
of slightingly as the ' single tax, 1 which some 
refer to lovingly as the e conomic philosophy of 
Henry George, and which I call plain justice."l 
laarrison, 11 The Case for the Single Tax," pp . 741-742. 
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Charles B . Fillebrown, a we ll-lmovm Bostonian of 
twenty years ago, was called a 11 single taxer limited, 11 and in 
a sense was more of a disciple of Shearman than of George . 
Mr. Fillebrovm, a moderate, did not a p prove of the wild clamor 
of political strife, but believed that more could be accom-
plished through educationa l propaganda . He was the author of 
a number of books that have done more to popularize the move-
ment among thinking men than any other book has done since 
Progress and Poverty If he were alive today, I think he 
would approve heartily of the educational work that is being 
done by the Robert Schalkenbach Foundation and the Henry 
George School of Social Sciences . 
In recent years these two associations have been 
active in disseminating news and litera ture to all who would 
listen. They publish books on Henry George and his doctrines 
inexpensively. One method they have of reaching the public 
is: inside each copy of Progress and Poverty is affixed a 
card, which the purchaser is urged to send to the School . In 
return, he will obtain a free correspondence course on the 
material in the book . Group classes and lectures are active 
all over the United States; indeed, there was a series of lec-
tures here in Boston during the past winter . The School also 
publishes the monthly jou~nal, The Freeman . Incidentally, the 
group of "intellectuals" now active can be seen from the mast-
head of the paper . The editorial council consists of John 
Dewey, Henr·y George 3rd, George R . Geiger, Kathleen Norris, 
Albert Jay Nock, William c. DeMille, and Harry Gunnison Brown. 
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creased to meet a national emergency. 
4. It would be difficult to administer since it is some-
times hard to distinguish beh1een capital invested in perma-
nent improvements on land, and unimproved land. 
5. It would involve confiscation or nationalization of 
land. 
The last point is the great 11 n i gger in the woodpile" 
as far as controversial matters are concerned. ~arlier, I 
have pointed out that Henry George, in Progress and Poverty, 
did not advocate the nationalization of land; he did advise 
the confiscation of rent . Most of George 's followers , how-
ever, have come to believe that their master preached the con-
fiscation of land. So utterly did the position change, that 
Mr . c. B . Fillebrown found himself in the anomalous position 
of withdrawing from the Massachusetts Single Tax League be -
I' cause he defended George 1 s position . In h is Single Tax Ca te-
l chism he has this entry : 
I 
Q. Then it does not mean the abolition of private 
property in land? 
A. No ; it si~ply proposes to divert an increasing 
share of ground rent into the public treasury.l 
Of course, there was another side to ~w . Fillebrown's with-
drawal; he was against the participation in politics through 
which the Single Taxers hoped to gain their ends; instead, he 
advised that the educational method was best for the time. 
But as Professor Haney says: "It is idle to question whether 
lFillebrovm, A Single Tax Handbook , p . 149. 
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III . 
Land and Labour. 
Land, that part of the globe's surface habita-
ble by man, is the storehouse from which he must 
draw the rna terial to which his labour must be ap-
plied for the satisfa ction of his desires . It is 
not wealth, since wealth is the product of human 
labour . It is valuable only as it is scarce . Its 
value differs from that of, say a keg of nails, 
for the nails are the result of labour, and when 
labour is given in return for them the transaction 
is an exchange ; whereas, land is not the result of 
labour, but the creation of God, and when l abour 
must be given for it, the result is an appropria -
tion . 
The value of land i s not an element in the 
wealth of a community. It indicates the distribu-
tion of wealth . The value of land and the value of 
labour must bear to each other an inverse ratio . 
These two are the "terms" of production, and while 
production remains the same, to give more to the 
one is to give less to the other . The wealth of a 
community depends upon the product of the commun-
ity. But the productive powers of land are pre -
cisely the same whether its price is low or high. 
In other words, the price of land indicates the 
distribution of wealth, not the production . The 
value of land is the power which its ownership 
gives to appropriate the product of labour, and as 
a sequence, where rents (the share of the land-
owner) are high, wages (the share of the labourer) 
are low . And thus we see it all ove r the world : 
in the countries where land is high, wages are low, 
and where land is low, wages are high . In a new 
country the value of labour is at its maximum, the 
value of land at its minimum . As population grows 
and land becomes monopolised and increases in value, 
the value of labour steadily decreases . And the 
higher land and the loweP wages, the stronger the 
tendency towards still lower wage s, until this ten-
dency is met by the very necessities of existence. 
For the higher land and the lower wages, the more 
difficult is it for the man who starts with nothing 
but his labour to become his own employer, and the 
more he is at the more he is at the mercy of the 
land-owner and the capitalist . 
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According to the doctrine of rent advanced by 
Ricardo and Malthus, the value of land should be 
determined by the advantage which it possesses over 
the least advantageous land in use . Where use de-
termines occupancy, this may be called the necessar 
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APPENDIX B 
DEFINITIONS. 
LAND . The material outs de man himself . It is 
the storehouse of nature from which man draws all 
his supplies, and the one found!l tion upon vhich he 
rests all his structures . Not only the soil, the 
water, the atmosphere, the sunlight, building sites, 
railroad sites, mineral d e posits, forests and even 
the birds of the air, the fishes of the sea and the 
wild animals that roam the e a rth are included in 
this economic category. 
RENT . What land is worth for use . The rent of 
any piece is the excess value that can be produced 
upon it over what can be produc ed upon t h e poorest 
land in use with the same exertion (or, as we say, 
with the same expenditure of labor and capital) . 
It is an annual value of location. The selling 
value of land, on the average is this yearly value 
capitalized at twenty years purchase , at the cur-
rent rate of interest . Thus a p iece of land the 
rent of which is $100 a year c qn be sold somewhere 
about two thou and dollars. 
WEALTH . Anything created by human labor that 
ministers to human desire. It is, in the last an-
alysis , produced entirely from land. No matter 
how many the intermediate steps in the process , 
the finished product will, in every instqnce, be 
found to be composed of materials obtained in 
their raw state d irectly from nature by the exer-
tions of human beings . Labor and land are thus 
the primary and essential factors in all wealth-
production . Capital is itself a compound of these 
primary factors , and plays an important role in ac-
celerating the later steps in the process . Evi-
dences of d ebt are not wealth, nor is land, which 
is simply the common source of the raw materials 
which are to be transmuted bv labor into objects of 
human desire. 
LABOR. The human element in the production of 
wealth. It consists in all human energy, whether 
mental or physical, expended in the process of 
wealth- production . Mere idle expenditure of muscu-
lar energy is not labor in the economic sense . 
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WAGES. The reward of labor for its share in wealth-
production . It is that portion of vealth which 
falls to labor in the general distribution . Not 
only the d~ily, weekly or monthly sums paid by an 
employer to an employee, and all salaries, fees 
and honorariums, which represent the paYMent for 
service rendered in any form, but the wealth pro -
duced and retained by the individual, constitute 
wages . Thus the fish of the lone fisherman form 
his wages . That part of the value of the farmer's 
crop which remains to him after the payment of rent 
and all other expenses is his wages, except in so 
far as it represents the interest on his capital 
in the form of tools . In the savage state, where 
land is common property, and rent does not arise , 
labor receives the natural wage, v1hich represents 
the full product . Under land monopoly, independ9nt 
labor receives the value of the product less the 
tribute extorted by the owners of natural oppor-
tunities. Under the Single Tax, the wages of labor 
will be the equiv lent of the full product of land 
at the nargin of cultivation or production under 
the application of a like degree of efficient ex-
ertion . The excess over this return represents 
the superior opportunity afforded by society in im-
parting increased value to land above the margin , 
and wil there~ore be properly collected by society 
under the forms of taxation. 
CAPITAL. That part of wealth used in the produc -
tion of other wealth . It is not merely or primar-
ily money, but in its simplest and ori inal form 
is the primitive tool by which labor is as2isted in 
production. It is, therefore, simply stored-up 
labor, having the specialized function of increas-
ing the efficiency of simple labor. It is a second-
ary factor in production, but is introduced at so 
early a stage as to be indispensible as an auxil ary 
in all but the simplest processes . Since it is the 
tool of labor, capable of ndefinite multiplication 
as well as of deterioration and destruction, and 
can be constantly reproduced by labor wherever access 
is open to natural opportunities, it cannot in itself 
be the means of oppression or exploitation of labor, 
but may be used for the purpose by the monopolistic 
element in society, whenever , as throughout the 
world at present, the priva te aporopriation of rent 
renders it possible and profitable to withhold the 
land from the use of all on equal terms. 
INTEREST . That portion of wealth received by cap-
ital for its share in production . It may be re -
garded as deferred wages for the labor employed in 
the production of the capital . The justification 
of interest has long been a moot auestion, being 
confused in many minds by t he exclusive use of the 
term in the narrow sense of a premium on money 
loaned . Its rate under given conditions is deter -
mined by the average return to capital in the dif -
ferent accessible opportunities for investment . · 
PRODUCTION . The process by whi ch labor converts 
the raw mater als of nature to means of satisfying 
human desires . Strictly speaking, it consists 
simply in changing the position of objects or por -
tions of matter . It i s adaptation, rather than 
creation . The sava ge , who pulls a root fY'om the 
ground in order to eat it, performs an act of pro -
duction no less than the workmen who unite to em-
ploy the most elaborate machinery in the manufac -
ture of the most intricately contrived article . 
VALUE . The measure of the relation of commodities 
to one another, for purposes of exchange . As to 
its exact nature and source , no general agreement 
exists among economists ; and many conflicting the -
ories have been put forward . The pri c e of goods 
is regarded as simply a rough reflex of their econ-
omic value . The theory of Karl Marx , that value is 
to be determined simply by a calculation of labor 
power exerted within a given time , has little sup-
port at the present day . Modern economists tend , 
thou~h by no means unanimously, to support in gen-
eral the so- called Austrian theory of value , which 
is a somewhat intricate conception to which has 
been given the name of marginal utility, or the de -
gree of desire for an object attributed to the 
least eager of a series of possible purchasers . 
TAXATION . The method by which public revenue is 
collected from the individual members of society 
who are held liable for the support of collective 
activities . Taxes may be direct or indirect . Di -
rect taxes are those levied upon persons either 
per capita or in proportion to all or some species 
of their possessions or activities . Indirect taxes 
are those levied upon the production or importation 
of certain articles , and are nromptly passed on to 
the consumer . Excise and tariff duties are the 
principle forms of indirec t taxation . Their ten-
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dency is to raise the cost of living, and to bear 
far more heavily in proportion upon persons of mod-
erate means than upon the possessors of great 
wealth . Direct te1xes, in turn, fall into two 
clas~es. They are levied either upon special pri-
vileges or upon the products of labor. A tax upon 
land values falls directly on special privilege , 
while practically all others strike the products of 
labor. The Single Tax, which nvolves the collec-
tion for social uses of the entire rental value of 
land, is the precise analogue of the methods by 
which legitimate private revenues are obta ined by 
the individual. The sum total of social services 
rendered to the occupant of a given location by 
organized society is exactly reflected in the value 
of occupancy. The collection of this value, by 
means of taxation, is merely the enforcement of the 
proper payment for service rendered, which is the 
precise measure of payment to private inrlividuals 
in non-monopolized industry. Of no other form of 
taxation can the same be said. A tax on incomes or 
one on inheritances, vhether graduated or not , may 
be a step toward the artificial equalization of for-
tunes; but as it takes no accoQnt of the source of 
acquisition, it has no tendency to destroy special 
privilege or monopoly . As it makes no distinction 
between earned and une·rned wealth , it has no value 
as a solution of the problem of social injustice, 
and by oblitera ting the distinction between superior 
industry and mere exploitation, it a ctually tends 
to discourage the former and to remove the incentive 
toward efficiency. 
PROTECTION. The system under which tariff duties 
are imposed upon inportations. It is supported by 
many manufacturing interests on the alleged ground 
that the free influx of foreign goods would create 
a competition against which American manufacturers 
would be powerless . Advocates of protection also 
credit it with the maintenance of high wage stand-
ards in this country, although evidence to support 
the statement is utterly lacking. In the earlier 
stages of the development of a protective policy 
in the United States, the chief contention was that 
the infant industries of our young nation demanded 
an artificial bolstering up, until they should be 
fairly established and able to stand alone. Now 
that the industries are full grown, the ground is 
shifted, and protection advocated as a permanent 
policy. The claim that "the foreigner pays the 
tax" is not now heard so freauently as in the past, 
since the increasing prices of ~oods in protected 
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industries have proved even to the dullest minds 
that every dollar of the tax is shifted to the con-
sumer, who is made to bear the whole burden, while 
the protected manl~acturer multiplies profits at 
the expense of the country as a whole . The burden 
of the protective tariff has become so great that 
the modern tendency is entirely in the direction 
of its downward revision. 
FREE TRADE. The antithesis of protection. It is 
the removal of restraint from competitive industry. 
In its narrower sense, it is applied to the aboli-
tion of all tariff duties ; but in its broader as-
pec t it is the complete unshackling of industry 
from all forms of privilege, monopo ly, or govern-
mental interference. The mere entry of foreign 
competition, while having a tendency to compel the 
lowering of prices and to limit the profits of cer-
tain manufacturers to a reasonable return, would in 
general only widen the range of exploitation of the 
consumer. True free trade can be brought about 
only by freeing the land by taxation of land values 
in the fullest degree. 
MONOPOLY . The exclus ive control of a given econ-
omic opportunity or activity . Natural monopolies 
are such as exist by the nature of things. For ex-
ample, the waterworks system by which a city is 
supplied is usually incapable of effective duplica -
tion by a competitive system. Railroads are in a 
measure natural monopolies, as the extent to which 
a given line can be parallelled by a competitor is 
necessarily limited; and in some cases, such com-
petitive paralleling is physically impossible. 
Artificial monopolies are those created by law. A 
patent is a limited artificial monopoly, granted 
for a term of years to stimulate invention. The 
exclusive right to manufacture or sell a given ar-
ticle has at times been awarded by governments to 
certain favored persons without limitation of time. 
Such a right would constitute a complete artificial 
monopoly. Monopol ies of every character necessar-
ily benefit the few who are thus given an advantage 
over the many. The more nearly they deal with op-
portunities or substances of general use , the more 
oppressive they become. Land monopoly, or the 
right to fence off unused and needed portions of 
the earth from potential production, is the most 
basic and pernicious of all monopolies, as control-
ling the most vital needs of the race, and render-
ing the great body of mankind completely subject to 
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the fortunate owners of natural opportunities. 
PRIVILEGE. The unearned advantage granted to one 
member of society above another. In the Single Tax 
philosophy, it is the chief enemy of social justice; 
and its removal is the primary desideratum. The 
equal political rights of human beings form the 
cardinal principle of the democratic theory of gov-
ernment . It is held by Single Taxers that equality 
of economic opportunity is the logical corollary of 
political democracy, and that equal access to the 
land is its cornerstone . 
COMPETITION . Rivalry in production or trade . 
Where semi-monopolized , it loses its real nature, 
and begets resort to unwholesome combinations in 
fraud of the general public . In its essence , how-
ever, it acts as a beneficial stimulus to business 
efficiency and as a corrective to excessive profits 
at the expense of the consumer. Where entirely 
free, it stabilizes prices by what Adam Smith re-
ferred to as "the higgling of the market ." 
BALANCE OF TRADE . A term used to indicate the 
balance of the profits of the exports and the im-
ports of a country. It was popular with the an-
cient or mercantile system of political economy to 
reckon the wealth of a country wholly in gold, and 
to regard an excess of imports over exports as an 
unfavorable balance , and an excess of exports over 
imports a favorable one, as the difference must be 
paid in gold to the exporting country. Since the 
days of Adam Smith, the theory has been an exploded 
fallacy; but it recurs at times in the arguments 
of certain advocates of the protective tariff. 
ECONOMICS . Formerly known more frequently as 
political economy. The science of the production 
and distribution of wealth. It is based on the 
principle of the law of the line of least resis-
tance in physics and finds its ap plication in the 
tendency of human beings in relation with one an-
other to gratify their wants in the most dire ct 
available manner and with the least exertion. The 
meeting of many wills directed to the same end, 
each for tself, causes certain relations to arise , 
which may be defined and clas sified . Academic 
economics is concerned largely with the analysis 
of the many intricate ways in which the economic 
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relations of our complex society express themselves. 
Single Taxers and other radical economists devote 
themselves more particularly to searching out and 
expounding the basic lav1s that g;overn these rela t-
ions, thus making economics not a cold and abstract 
science but the handmaid of social progress . 
ANARCHY OR ANARCHISM . A philosophy of individual-
ism carried to an extreme, and involving the ab -
sence of all repression. It is often confused in 
the popular mind with the overthrow of government 
and the destruction of social order. This popular 
conception of Anarchism is partly justified by the 
teachings of Bakunin . Anarchism, however , as held 
by its foremost teachers, is a non-resistant philo -
sophy, and of this school Tolstoy is perhaps the 
foremost apostle . Peter Kropotkin , another eminent 
Russian, has been called a "Communist- Anarchist" ; 
but when we read his recommendations for social re-
form, we find this designation misleading . Jeffer-
son 's dictum, that "that government is best which 
governs least", is generally taken to summarize the 
philosophy of democratic individualism . 
Between the two extremes of Socialism and An-
archism the Single Tax philosophy occupies a middle 
ground, acce pting the individualistic philosophy, 
but rejecting the extreme claims of Anarchism and 
recognizing the limited but important functions of 
State a ctivity. 
(From Miller, Single Tax Year Book, pp . 365- 372) 
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